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promised to pay the amount in which he has been condemned.1
It follows that there can be no question of enforcing a foreign
decree for specific performance or for the specific delivery or
restitution of chattels. Moreover, the law implies a promise to
pay a definite, not an indefinite, sum.2 Unless in an action in
personam the foreign court has definitely and finally determined
the amount to be paid, no action is maintainable in England.3
In Sadler v. Robins* a court in Jamaica had decreed that the
defendant should pay to the plaintiff £3,670. is. 9^., first
deducting therefrom the full costs expended by the defendant,
such costs to be taxed by a master of the court. It was held that
until taxation the plaintiff had no cause of action in England,
since the sum due on the Jamaican decree was indefinite. A
sum, however, satisfies the requirement of certainty if it can be
ascertained by a simple arithmetical process.5
CONCLUSIVENESS OF FOREIGN JUDGMENTS
The extent to which a foreign judgment is effective as res Formerly
judicata has not always been clear. Even as late as 1839, Tindal ^e^er
C.J. was able to say:	judgment
'Great doubts have formerly existed, and some degree of doubt still HuTon "
exists, whether a judgment so recovered [i.e. abroad] is conclusive be- merits
tween the parties, or whether the matter may be opened and agitated in
this country.*6 .
The controversy was whether a foreign judgment could be
impeached on its merits. Adherents to the theory of comity
maintained that, since English courts are under no obligation
to enforce foreign judgments, but only do so ex gratia and
from a wish to extend the limits of justice, it would be an exten-
sion of injustice to enforce a judgment which ought never to
have been given. Those opposed to this view argued that 'facts
can never be inquired into so well as on the spot where they
arose, laws never administered so satisfactorily as in the tribu-
nals of the country governed by them', and that if English
courts were to undertake the rehearing of cases which had
already been decided by the appropriate foreign court great
injustice would generally be caused.7
1	Grant v. Easton (1883), L.R. 13 Q.B.D. 302.
2	Sadler v. Robins (1808), i Camp. 253, 256, Lord EUenborough.
3	Sadler v. Robins, supra\ Henderson v. Henderson (1844), 6 Q.B. 288,
4	Supra.	5 Eeatfj v. Beatty, [1924] i JLB. 807.
6	Smith v. Nicolls (1839), 5 Bing. N.C. 208, 221.
7	The above is taken practically verbatim from S.L.C. (i3tked.), ii. 717-18,
notes to Ducfoss of Kingston's Case.

